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ERWM and Integration
Kaiser Hill

P O Box 464

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
Arvada, Colorado 80007

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL. REVISIONS TO OPERABLE UNIT (QU) 7 DRAFT INTERIM MEASURE/INTERIM
RESPONSE ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT (IM/IRA DD) AND CLOSURE PLAN - AMP-063-95

This letter transmits 14 copies of the revisions to the IM/IRA Decision Document for OU 7 Two copies
are for Kaiser-Hill and the remaining 12 copes are to be transmitted to the Department of Energy-Rocky
Flats Field Office (DOE-RFFO) for insertion, and subsequently two copes each to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE)

These revisions specifically address comments 6, 9 and 10 received from the Department of Energy
(Attachment 1) In order to streamiine the document review process, the Department of Energy,
Kaiser-Hill and Rocky Mountain Remediation Services (RMRS) had a concutrent review penod

Recent discussions between RMRS and the Integrating Contract<personnel have identiffied areas
requinng further technical evaluation  Specifically, the following items will possibly require
discussions with the DOE-RFFO, CDPHE and EPA

o Proposed Slurry Wall - RMRS personnel believe that the slurry wall 1s an integral part of the
Presumptive Remedy for Municipal Landfills because of the site-specific groundwater conditions at
Operable Unit Seven The Presumptive Remedy for Municipal Landfills has been approved by the
Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment and the Environmental Protection
Agency for streamlining the closure of Operable Unit Seven The presumptive remedy for
municipal landfills 1s containment of the waste mass to minimize leachate generation Modeling
indicates 50% of the leachate recharge i1s from the break in the existing groundwater intercept
system A closure scenario involving capping only would not meet the intent of containment The
requirement of a slurry wall requires further evaiuation

e Long-term Leachate Control - None of the 35 potential contaminants of concern exceeded the
open-space recreational user Programmatic Preiminary Remediation Goais (PPRGs) Although the
leachate does not present an unacceptable nisk, it does not meet the OU 7 specific Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Regulations (ARARs) at the source area RMRS has proposed de-
listing the leachate in the IM/IRA DD and modeling indicates that ARARs will be met at the proposed
Point of Compliance in No Name Guich If the point of compliance is determined to be at the source

area, long-term leachate control will require further evaluation ADMIN REC CRD
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e Grading - The proposed final grade is inconsistent with retaining the East Landfill Pond and Dam  If
the pond and dam remain, the final grade should be adadt decrease the frequency of batch
discharges and pond maintenance

« East Landfill Pond and Dam - Because of concerns r Prebﬁ% Jumping Mouse habitat and
wetlands it has been proposed to retain the East La nd Dam The East Landfill Pond
represents approximately 3 percent of the total open habltat at the Site  The mechanics and

costs associated with operation and maintenance of;ffle East Landfil Pond and dam must be

SRk mmee T Smen e

We have tentatively scheduled a meeting with the OU 7 technical staff for August 31 at 1 00 at the
Interlocken Facility to address the aforementioned concerns

Please contact Edward Mast, of my staff, at X8589, if you have any questions concerning this
tra mlttal

Ala Parker '
Vice President 5
Environmental Restoration Projects

Enclosures
As Stated

Lindsay

Martin

Mast
Peterson-Wnght
Steffen
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SAIC TMSS Golden DOE/Rocky Flats Field Office

Phone: 273-1250 Fax: 279.5525
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Restoration and from the Environmental Project Dzmion ofAMPMB.

Comments have also been obtain from DOEmﬂ!inthe

Division, We do not believe that these commentg impact the cost, or scope of
grating Contracror (IC),

1he contract with Ints;

Comments froms all sources have been combined and collated below,
Divigion has indicated that they considex the

The AMPME/Project Management
resolution of comments 6, 9, and 10 of partivular importance to the finatization of this
We g‘n IC should carefully consider how these comments

document.
should be resol whmdcddingwheﬂ:umdhecd wansmit the currcat draft to the
regulatory agencies or to incorporate these commmpn«msubmiml.

Cowmg:hammobmdkwﬂyfmdmmmhndmmnasyou
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Techuical Review of Dratt
QU 7 Draft Phase Y IM/IRA Dexision Document*

TMSS/Environmental Restoration RFFO
Dfmolssmx}zj;ﬁ\n{::agemert Div?sfnon RFEO

B/Pro anagement Division RFF
Comments and Recgmmendatlous to Envivonmentaj Restoration RFFO

ARARSY", from the modeling
which has been done, mmmmmmthdpmjmmm
mmmwmmmmmmmnhmmymmny

2.  Section 6.4 and Table 64 *S of Com ve Analysis”
mmmEomem anduxedmedswbaexplained
m ac.:g?m “'ﬂs'shouldpe i dawn'ba'ngtwhyapom stan;t.

gned gince this iy not a mmm& is
nmiwm&ﬁfmm‘?igubwgaﬂ- mm:ﬁ%wgd&mwm
ﬁystem ee.l. How was “palativa impartany CERCLA criteria

?o% 7" determined? 'mismmuismadewiﬂwutanyfmméixnssionar

explanation (See also Comment 3 below).

i R
on veniess is com
- «cdmdamxuwwG%Dmmﬁonmemmuc&on the potendal for
wdimmbadingmdpmnnmmmepondm mﬁ&*mis*mmmmly
mbem&d %mmmbyl”mmmaowm: mouse
mmmmmwmxommmbydmmm

given that large di
geacration whick conld be from diffcrent cap altema The low
iveight gxmwhsm&am mm?emphimd am? evea reconsidered to
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Section 2.1.6
A iption has been provided of OU 6 IHSSs 166.1, 166.2 and 166.3 (slodge gg)

m&enbﬂmﬂdhhn%. These IHSSs are discnssed nowhers else in
document, although they are mm«dolzhegsmummmﬁaphnﬁcw
of the cap, Some (Qike Fignre 5-1) show the OU 6 THSSs and indicate that the
“extent of landfill cap™ will cover part of THSS 166.1. Other Sgures (like 52) show a
mwwmnmgmw‘:e&dmmu"mmmwg«
regrads anew” in the satns configuration as “edge of landfill ¢a * from the previoos
lﬁﬁgm. Our interpretation is that landfil closure will not cally address the QU §
Ss but will incidentally encroach on 186.1. The document should maks this (ar
mu’@km’ “medzo% mmmouﬁ;%%cwg‘f&muy
8
address theoe TRSSs.
Section 2.5.1, last bullet on 224, a0d Soction 258 < - -
mmwb anly ané round of dats for the Phiase I wells *-
downgmdient East Landfill Pond dam, If 1ater rouads of sampling show
cleyared contaminants, the no achon determination for down-gradient ground witer
M val-idated. jumﬂomﬁea‘ Dculu"a‘sphnmm“ these lutes data whea
ans

Sections 5.1.2, 6.2.2.2 and 8,17 '
Tthhdeylaker&cﬁoanjec:(SLPP)isiummyidmﬁﬁedasprwiding
: ,'“wwmmwmumwmog;um The SLPP
isa ‘astmingter funded an wetlands baing
ed are not eli lapmsewemasa Hmwedandmmon bank. An
iately adjacent to the SLPP wetland is currently being i

=7

& *Teage
designed and i pl 6o serve ag 2 mitigation wetland. The funding and scheduls for
constrogtion of this wetland is currently uncertatn because of othar dsmands on grant
[undy, ‘The document shauld ba revisad in thé lised secions (and any ather relevant
sections) (o indicats intent to offset the loss of the 1.1 acres of wetland in OU 7 with &
portion of the 8 acre mitigatron wetland adjacent o the SLPP pending final approval of
Lbe Furthermare, the timing of this potential wetand construction versus both
1umdfll closure construction and implemenmtion of the accelsrated legchate collection
and fresement action should be presented. Jf the Integrating Contractor (IC)

organization has received any assurances from either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Su'viceandlonheBPAthamﬁmcnnmﬁonpmjcczm‘ggforwardmadvanceof
initiganion wedland construction, we urgs and suggust that those assurances be obtawned
Jobi R, Semoe Sepuitiry Adwior s Amacaan i clos cont it
‘ohn: ot in e ts on
ﬁmdingmdcmswwdmwhedumfummagaﬂonwmn & TR

Heans Ay sﬁ"elomsmmm have been changed from GEETV (16.67%)
c cast ¢ap have : X

to SH:1V (20%), which has ﬁya!!pgedthemducﬁonofthaﬂnhyeqvohme
from 225,000 cubic to 131,400 cubio yards, However, the 6:1 slape is still
indicated on some of the figurcs (Fim:;z and 7-3). Also, in Section 5.1.3, the
discussion of using slopes than 20% on tha east face is semantically
confusing. ethinkﬂwinmwasmmslgpamglegmmmmaa.mpw)
could be uged if the gy wall is constncte sooner and ground water levels decrsase
within the landfill; pleass clarify, «
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10.

Section7.3l.2nndAppcnduJ

The erosion !brthem reported in the text ag being the sams as
foc the 16.67 % Preitutnary rads DD: 1.8 1008 acrcivoas. An dcl

momcdmhﬂmfortholﬁm%ﬂowbmnonefwam%ﬂo The

contri flow o the 6:1 sppears vexy largs at 17amesC!'ableI-1)or12.2
acres J1) cextainly than the actual 6:1 or 5:1 sloped area on Figure
(7-3), which we guesstimate at 4 t0 8 acres, Also, the lengths listed in
Attachtnent J§ rangs from 300 to 500 feel, but only the foot!mmmwhave
been used in the SEDCAD calculation, Even if the drainags area conad flow
were 12.2 or (12.7) acres, the 16.67 % slope arca on which the crosion oceurs is much
lcss and would yleld a higher crosion rale per gere. No mater how the erosion

calculations are ﬂmlized.thsICshmddconndmemdonmtmlsontbemzemm
slope of the cap. Surfweﬂowrxomme slopeduppersecuons
shouldhediwrbd% dng temporary slope protection

t!mbdp pm-mmdon bem” e e
m - ~ - i~ 3:3;1:\
Draft Proposed Plan
The fingl sentence of the 4th para pgglofthcbmﬁ?mpowdmanm
erroneous, Itmd&’l‘hh?hddtessesonly prasumptive remedy for landfill

containment.” The purpose of the focused risk assessment, whichhiuoomﬁmy
g?enwdonpasesotﬂnnmﬁl’l’ , was to determine whether remediation
pathways and mediz not addressed by the g:aumpuvemmndy '!‘heDmon
nmmtconclndmdmnoncﬂm:l:needed these media Theg:%o
mmndedmbe“mmptthensive"andmhmmeissumceofafmd /R
7, e we undarstand the ject. Thas, the above quoted sentance ahould
acma.uy read wm% ddmssea the presumptive remedy for
source ares gnd also addresses pathways and potsatally
OU i madnoumdct!wmmmltmginzmmp:ehmsive?hnfm

General Re: Slwiry Wall -- From the information presented, 1t appears that the slurry
wall maintenance activity is an integral part of the remedial action. There is concern that
mmgduuywmhmlydedgnmdmamammmdvhy,nmybepushed
aside and not completsd. The Cap alone will note be an effsctive remedy. The Slurry
Wall discussion in Secton 132 ghould be strengthened. As an xample, 8 referance
to Section ljzcmmphcedm@npteﬂ. It should ensure that the OU7 remedy is
mwgm:dmdmdmu wm:chwuhtheslmwmcomphwdmmc
O@Eedonofﬂwalurry will allow for an assessment of the wall and
gluubafmms is in place, Aﬁerﬂ)e('.‘apu
mplma.any ©s Or comections to tha wall probably wall be much more costly.
Also.aphasedmgtomhwmdlow mgrwmmmuemwardamedinﬁonmthout
commutting an on of ER Program resources for & singls Fiseal Year to OU?7.

Apparently, the slurry wall is not incorporated into project cost estimates.
Mm&ysmmadmmmmmsm&ammdummmm
wall. There is no clear, concise statement that the slury well is partof the
Recommended Alternative, In Section 7.1,
otﬂymmumottheshmywaﬂcomuin :hafnﬂomngmﬁence. “In addition, the
slurcy wall eliminates 93 poreent of the groundwater inflow us discussed 1n
gec:ionz.S" This begs the question: Who is g the slurry wall and isit
inAppmdixc,:m:smdmdhedas mof mendedAlm:aﬁve? itis
not part o ﬁxeAhamtivcwhy:sn'tthmaCay Thes modeling scenacios
do not match what is discussed in Secton 7.1, Ttwconcepmlldcsignm Seotion 7.3
does not discuss a sfurry wall, Maintenunce of & slurry wall was used to eliminare
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08715795  16:585 T303 279 5328 SAIC GOLDEN Evve

RAOsmdusedmmochngmmosasmeonlymechmbed:mweu w raduce

groundwater inflows, There are statements thronghqut the document about how

effectively the dwater inflow wall be reduced. This in only schieved unhzmg

bod:thecap ﬂ%wan. If the slurry wall is part of the remedy, it should be
discussed a8 such in the document in general,

11. Section 2.3.4.1, Figure 2-5 |
Figure 2-5 xwﬂtheappmthnthagmmdwammﬂawwdadwsmmdwam |

system from o westerly direction. Need to im urs 2-5,
possibgbymfen'ingtosngmmz.s 4.1%2.3.5 m‘xm:rk:mgcmn!'.ljgm= e

12. Section C.32, Last sentence in 15t paragraph
It is unclear what the suthor is attempting 1o discuss. napmthatthammoriswymz

to discnss the mechanics of the model and painting out that part of the modeling effort ™ -

B e, e e mm water movement. - The of the partiole tracking shoold - = :;,‘,;:-
. umwmmwmdmm strengthen the section. - oo

13. Section C.8.2, 2nd Paragra)
on in this needs ta bs st to increase reader’s

Disenssy
mnderstanding of modaling methodalogy and of slurry wall and cap,
Ssveral points could be to mpmve section. There should be additional
discussion nboutw% g;msi of 0.3 was used when other studies have
used s valus of 0.1. 'We question dmgomofﬁmnnd , 1989 and Fetwer,
M 1988 fou;:haammmc.&z ing = m i msonrces " {
report that effoctive porosity is approximately © id statcme
should be verified with a nmnberofaecﬁonﬁomzhcam mhmmore. "
reference for Freeze and in Appendix C {5 wrong. The year should be 1979, as
cited in tho 1ext document, -

14, Section C.8.1
A “Cap Onily” scenario should have heen analyzed as # reasonable sitermative to the no-
action altemative. This may strengties the case for the slhury wall. Also, brief
deaceiptions showld be provided for the different scenanos modaled.

15. Editorial Comment, Figure 2-17
The dark blue lines showing the groundwater arcas shove and below the dom are not

noted under the Ggure Explanation. The calor used {3 difficult o distinguish from the
other blue colors.
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